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INTRODUCTION

Identifying effective and ineffective schools is a

dominant issue in education in light of the increasing

concern for achievement and accountability. In the last

decade, educational research efforts concerning effective

schools have focused on identifying the characteristics of

an effective school and establishing specific criteria for

measuring effectiveness. The literature on effective

schools challenges the assumption that differences among

schools have little or no effect on achievement. In the

last decade, we have witnessed a surge of reports and papers

demonstrating that schools can and do have an effect on

student achievement because of specific school character-

istics.

Reviews of the effective schools literature reveal that

there is no consensus on the definition of an effective

school. The research is characterized by a variety of

designs, methods, and measures of effectiveness making

comparsions difficult. Educators involved in school

improvement projects face the dilemma of choosing from a

variety of methods for measuring school effectiveness. They

must consider such questions as:

* What are the key variables that should be measured?

Should the criteria of effectiveness include cognitive

skills only or cognitive skills and social skills, psycho-

motor skills, emotional well-being, cultural appreciation,

etc.?

-1-
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* For whom should the school be effective?

* .At what level should the data analysis take place?

Should the data be analyzed at the school level or for

specific cohorts of students?

* How will the variables be measured?

* Will the data be gathered at a single point in time

or longitudinally?

Critics of the effective schools research have

identified several methodological and conceptual short-

comings in the research that has been conducted to date

(Purkey & Smith, 1982). Despite the criticism, the

effective schools movement continues gaining momentum among

school personnel whose primary responsibility is to meet the

challenge of providing each student with the opportunity to

develop to the fullest potential.

The goal of effectively and equitably providing a

quality education for all students is a challenge facing

educators. To determine if schools are meeting this

challenge, it is important for teachers and principals to

have the means for measuring school effectiveness.

Michael Kean warned, "Unless the nature of effectiveness can

be described and agreed upon, researchers face the possi-

bility of identifying variables which may relate to the

conception of an effective school not shared or accepted by

those responsible for teaching children" (1982, p.2).

-The primary purpose of this paper is to describe for



teachers and principals the methods and issues related to

the identification of effective schools. The question

addressed quite simply is "How do we know an effective

school when we one?" In order to answer that question

teachers and prcipals who desire to implement school

improvement projects or evaluate their school's performance

must have dependable, accurate tools. The public that

supports American education has the right to a truthful

response.



DEFINING EFFECTIVENESS

The history of the "search for effective schools" that

has pervaded the field of education for the past decade

reveals no consensus on the definition of educational

effectiveness. Although much is written, we still do not

have a definitive answer to the question, "What constitutE,s

an effective school?" There are, however, several trends

emergirg in the literature that merit,consideration.

Effectiveness, according to Webster's New Riverside

University Dictionary, is a noun related to producing a

desired or intended effect. As such, the outcome is very

specific and factual. Most researchers have defined

effectiveness in terms of measurable student outcomes. The

reasoning behind this seems clear since the quality of the

"product" of the school, the student, is the most critical

element of the effective school (Westbrook, 1982, p.7) The

literature indicates that improved achievement is the

ultimate goal of all that goes on in schools.

In the exisiting literature, researchers most

frequently use standardized test scores as the primary

outcome measure in assessing a school's effectiveness. The

rationale for using standardized achievement tests, in

addition to their efficiency, is that they are "fair,

scientific, and objective in their assessments of the pupils

who take them" (Strenio, 1981, p.5).



In conjunction with using standarized achievement

scores as a measure of effectiveness, a second trend is

evident in the literature on school effectiveness.

Educators and researchers alike join in cautioning against

the use of standardized achievement scores as the sole

measure for describing school success. It is a mistake to

believe that a single measure is an adequate assessment of

an effective school. To develop a comprehensive definition

of an effective school, the concept of a school as a social

organization should be considered.

Measuring an effective school is a complex task. It

requires that principals and teachers view the school as a

dynamic social strUcture in which instructional effective-

ness (as measured by pupil achievement scores) is a subset

of a larger systematic concept of school effectiveness.

Brookover (1979) emphatically stated that the character-

istics of an effective school are not isolated components,

but that they are integrated and must be considered as a

whole. Definitions of effectiveness should encompass

qualitative variables (i.e., school climate, instructional

leadership, high expectations, etc.).as well as quantitative

variables (public achievement scores).

If one accepts the view that schools are complex

social systems, one must consider the issue of time in

measuring school effectiveness. The importance of viewing

schools and how they change over time.is inherent in a



systems approach to school effectiveness. In their article,

"Research on Effective Schools: A Cautionary Note," Rowan,

Bossert, and Dwyer (1983) report that many researchers often

take a "snapshot" of one year's achievement and label a

school as effective or ineffective on the basis of those

results. Few definitions require schools to be consistently

effective over time in order to be described as effective.

The demographic characteristics of the community and

the particular needs of the school should also be weighed

carefully in the process of defining effectiveness. Much of

the impetus for the effective schools movement originated in

public concerns over the issue of equal educational opportu-

nity for the poor and minority children, but definitions

that focus exclusively on data grouped by socioeconomic

status or race may not be applicable to high SES suburban

schools or schools located in rural areas. Effectiveness is

a value-laden concept, and thus a school's methods for

measuring effectiveness should reflect the community it

serves. One's vision of an effective school ought to

include a commitment to both a high level of achievement and

an equitable distribution of achievement among all subgroups

within the particular community under study.

Defining an effective school is a complex task. A

major component of any school effectiveness assessment is

the use of standardized achievement scores as a measure of

effectiveness. There is, however, a temptation to assume



that pupil achievement can be analyzed in isolation and that

improvement programs can be impletented solely on the basis

of achievement test results. On the contrary, the school

effectiveness literature suggests that change to greater

academic effectiveness requires a comprehensive approach.

Standardized achievement test scores represent just one

piece of the school effectiveness puzzle.



. PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT AS A MEASURE OF EFFECTIVENESS

Dimensions of Effectiveness

Despite the relatively young age of the school

effectiveness movement, there are many different methods for

evaluating school effectiveness on the basis of pupil

achievement scores. Educators face the problem of choosing

a measure of instructional effectiveness from an array of

methods. Table 1 presents a sample of the methods used to

measure school effectiveness using standardized test scores.

Although these definitions are only a representative

sample of the measures that have been used to assess school

effectiveness, they demonstrate that there is much divr-rsity

in how effectiveness is defined. Undoubtedly, some of this

diversity can be attributed to the fact that effectiveness

is a value-laden concept affected by the.nature of the

community. Because these methods have been applied in

different schools, it is difficult to judge their individual

merits or to compare results. Validity studies have shown

that these methods of defining effectiveness have low corre-

lations with one another and that the same school might be

classified as effective or ineffective depending on which

method you choose (Frechtling,. 1982; Frederick, 1984;

Silverman, 1984).

Analysis of the methods used to measure school effec-

tiveness reveals a number of f-imilarities among the various

definitions. The different methods used to measure school

13
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Table 1

DEFINITIONS OF SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

Edmonds, 1982
Gauthier, 1982
(Connecticut School
Effectiveness Project)

An effective school is one in
which the proportion of low
income children obtaining
minimum mastery is equal to the
proporation of middle income
children achieving minimum
mastery.

Salganik, et al., 1980 An effective school is one in
which the observed average
exceeds the predicted mean
achievement.

Lezotte, et al., 1974 An effective school is one whose
achievement scores are at or
above the city-wide average
grade equivalent.

Brookover, 1981 An effective school is one in
which a major proportion of the
students achieve at or above the
average national levels.

McCormack-Larkin and
Kritek, 1982
(Project R.I.S.E.)

An effective school is one in
which the percentage of students
scoring in the average and high
achievement categories (Stanines
4-9) is increasing while the
percentage of students in the
low achievement categories
(Stanines 1,2, 3) is dropping.

Clauset and Gaynor, 1982 An effective school is one in
which the achievement gap with
respect to grade level standards
for initially low-achieving
students is closed over time.

Dorman, 1981
(Middle Grades
Assessement Program)

An effective school is one in
which the initial gap between
cohortgroups based on race and
socioeconomic status remains
stable or is reduced.

Frederiksen, 1975 An effective school is one in
which two or more independent
groups of pupils perform about
the 75th percentile.

Clark and McCarthy, 1983
(New York City's
Improvement Project)

An effective school is one in
which the school mean gain is at
or above the city-wide gain.

1 4



effectiveness reveal a number of similarities among the

various definitions. The different methods used to measure

school effectiveness can be analyzed along four basic

dimensions:

1. Level of Aggregation Are the data collected and

analyzed to produce school-wide averages, or are specific

cohort groups (based on socioeconomic status, race, or

achievement) identified and compared? An example of data

aggregated at the school level can be found in Table I

(Clark & McCarthy, 1983), where the school mean gain is

compared to a city-wide gain. Edmonds, (1982), on the other

hand, required the evaluator to analyze the data for

specific subgroups based on socioeconomic status.

2. Criteria of Effectiveness - Is the determination of

effectiveness based on internal standards (i.e., last year's

performance) or an external standard (i.e., national

norms)? Project R.I.S.E. (McCormack-Larkin & Kritek, 1982)

used an internal standard where the performance of each

achievement group is compared to their performance from the

year before. External standards were applied by Brookover

(1981) whose definition specifies that students must score

at or above the average.national level (50th percentile) in

'order for the school to be described as effective.

3. Time Frame of Analysis - Is the effectiveness of the

school measured at a single point in time or over a period

of one or more years? Brookover's (1981) definition of

-10- 1 5



effectiveness requires an investigator to analyze data

for a single year as opposed to Clauset and Gaynor (1982)

who suggested that the performance of the initially low

achieving students must be examined for six years in order

to assess a school's effectiveness.

4. Population - In using multiyear methods, are the

scores for the same students compared over time or are

scores for different groups of students compared? Clauset

and Gaynor (1982) recommended following the performance of

the same group of students for six years. In contrast,

PI ict R.I.S.E. uses a method in which the performance of

the third grade population from one year is compared to the

grade population the following year.

Before beginning an analysis of student achievement

data, it is important to consider carefully each of these

dimensions. The importance of examining these variables

cannot be emphasized enough. Airasian (1979) pointed out:

tl.
. . the methodological choices an evaluator makes are

important because, taken together, they help to define the

de facto conceptual framework with which to examine the

results . . ." (p.1).

The results of two research studies conducted at Boston

University clearly revealed that different methods for

measuring school effectiveness do, in fact, lead to

different conclusions depending upon the configuration of

the four basic dimensions of the method (Frederick, 1984;

1 6



Silverman, 1984). The demographic characteristics, the

particular needs of one's school, and the philosophical

groundwork of the school's decision-making process must also

be kept in mind in determining which dimensions to include

in an algorithm for measuring school effectiveness.

Implications for Practice

The following recommendations reflect both.my under-

standing of what the existing research indicates about

identifying effective schools as well as my intuition as an

elementary school principal.

Level of Aggregation. One question that must be

answered by principals and teachers in formulating a

definition of effectiveness is: For whom is the school

effective? Airasian et al. (1979) pointed out that

aggregating data at the school level only may mask differen-

tial effects of specific subgroups of pupils. For this

reason, methods using school averages should be avoided.

Within a school, data may be aggregated for groups or

cohorts based on socioeconomic status, race, or achieve-

ment. Edmonds' (1979a) concern with equity seems an

appropriate starting point in decisions regarding both the

level of aggregation and the criterion for selecting

cohorts. Principals and teachers facing the deciSion of how

to group the data can determine the appropriate type of

aggregation by asking: Which students are not getting an

opportunity to develop their fullest potential? It is my



belief that the most equitable measure of school effective-

ness is based upon achievement or readiness cohorts rather

than socioeconomic status or race.

For example, in one suburban elementary school the

Metropolitan Readiness Test is administered in March of the

kindergarten year. The national percentile scores from this

test are used to place students into three cohorts:

initially low-, initially average-, and initially high-

achieving. For each subsequent year (grades 1-6), the mean

national percentile score in Reading and Mathematics is

calculated for each cohort following the administration of

the Metropolitan Achievement Test. The results for each

cohort are analyzed annually to determine if all pupils are

making progress toward an established standard regardless of

race, social class, or ethnicity.

This method of aggregating data by achievement test

socres or readiness test scores is consistent with Bloom's

theory of schooling. In his book, Human Characteristics and

School Learning (1982), Bloom identified three interdepen-

dent variables essential to any investigation of school

effectiveness:

1. cognitive entry behaviors - prerequisite cognitive

skills

2. affective entry behaviors - interests, attitudes,

and motivations



3. quality of instruction - degree to which the

presentation, explanation, and ordering of the

elements of the task to be learned approach the

optimum for a given learner.

Bloom contended that "the attributes of the students

prior to the learning tasks have much to do with how well

they will learn the tasks" (p. 32). He further stated that

"there is considerable evidence that differences in school

achievement which appear relatively early tend to remain,and

even increase over the many years in school" (p.9). Hope-

fully, by identifying the low-achieving cohort as early as

possible, appropriate teaching techniques and intervention

strategies can be implemented to help overcome the initial

differences in achievement.

Criteria of Effectiveness - The "criteria of effective-

ness" is the standard against which student performance is

compared. Two types of norms are found in the exisitng

methods: internal and external. External norms are those

that compare pupil performance outside of the school, such

as the average national percentile or a city-wide mean.

Methods in which the prior data on the population under

study serve as the standard against which to judge perfor-

mance are internal norms.

The majority of public schools that use standardized

tests to assess pupil performance present the data to the

public in the form of national percentiles (external

-14-
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norms). The use of national percentile scores as the level

against which performance is judged permits educators to

measure effectiveness objectively and equitably. In

addition, national percentile scores are easily interpreted

by parents and the general public.

Time Frame of Analysis - The methods identified in

m ble 1 use either "point in time" measures (one test

inistration) or "interval" measures. Interval measures

may include either pretest and posttest data or a longitu-

dinal measure where data from several successive testing

periods are analyed.

Critics of the effective schools literature warn

against the use of point-in-time measures. They argue that

such measures present only-a "snapshot" of one year's

achievement and raise serious ccincerns about the stability

of such measures (Purkey & Smith, 1982; Rowan, Bossert, &

Dwyer, 1983) . Consequently, principals and teachers should

not judge a school based on a single application of a

method. Longitudinal tracking of pupil achievement test

scores over six years for cohorts in a K-6 elementary school

would provide a more realistic and comprehensive picture of

a school's effectiveness.

Population - Two types of pupil population are used in

school effectiveness studies. The methods include an

assessment of the performance of either the same set of

students tested at various time intervals or different



groups of students measured at various time intervals. For

"point in time" studies, "same" or "different" population

obviously has no meaning.

It is important to observe the performance of the

"same" set of students for a specified number of years when

policy and program decisions are based on the interpretation

of test results. With methods using a population of

"different" students, it is difficult, if not impossible, to

determine whether to attribute the results to program or

policy issues or to the fact that there is a different

population of pupils who may have been initially functioning

at a different level of achievement from the previous year's

population. To use test results as part of the decision-

making process in striving for improved instructional effec-

tivness, it is necessary to track the "same" set of pupils

within a school over a given period of time.

Figure 1 provides an example of the previously stated

recommendations applied to achievement test data collected

from a suburban elementary (K-6) school. The data were

analyzed by readiness cohorts whose performance is compared

to the average national percentile over a six-year period.

In developing the profile for the low-achieving cohort, the

results of the Metropolitan Readiness Test and the

Metropolitan Achievement Test were analyzed in the following

manner.

1. Identify the Kindergarten students whose scores
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fall below the 29th percentile (Raw Score 0-44) on

the Metropolitan Readiness Test. The 29th

percentile is used as the criterion according to

the national norms established by Psychological

Corporation, the publishers of the' Metropolitan

Readiness Test. The criterion represents the

level at which students are "likely to have

difficulty in first grade work."

2. Calculate the mean national percentile score for

the Reading Comprehension subtest of the

Metropolitan Achievement Test for the cohort for

each year of attendance at the elementary school

(Grades 1-6). The choice of Reading Comprehension

as the measure of performance in the area of

Reading reflects the philosophy of the school

district that states that the primary goal of

reading is to achieve understanding.

The mean national percentile score for this cohort is

graphically depicted in Figure 1 for each successive year in

school, beginning in first grade. The graph indicates that

the initially low-achieving cohort scored in the third

percentile in the first grade. In the second grade, the

mean national percentile score was 29. In the third and

fourth grade, the mean score for the cohort dropped to the

18th percentile. The decrease was followed by a moderate

increase in the fifth grade and another decrease in the



sixth grade. The data indicate that the achievement scores

for this group were inconsistent over the six-year period.

Although some progress was made toward increasing the level

of performance for the cohort, there is still a significant

gap between their performance at the end of sixth grade and

the national average (50th percentile).

A comprehensive assessment of the school's effective-

ness should not be limited to an evaluation of Reading

achievement. Instead, it should include an analysis of

achievement test scores in the area of Mathematics, as well

as any other areas that the district may want to consider.

Similar results for groups that can be considered initially

average- and initially high-achieving should be added to the

graph.

This method of assessing school effectiveness, although

time consuming initially, can be readily accomplished by

using a computer program to record the annual achievement

test scores. The analysis will provde a comprehensive

picture of the instructional effectiveness of the school

that is well worth the commitment of time, effort, and

financial resources.



MEASURING SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS:

THE WHOLE PICTURE

Educational panaceas have risen and fallen in the public

schools. The effective schools movement has weathered

criticism and scrutiny for five years and continues to gain

momentum because it differs from other research in several

aspects. First, it emphasizes that the primary focus of the

schools is instructional effectiveness. Second, it argues

that schools must assume responsibility for success or

failure in student learning. All pupils are expected to

achieve regardless of their home environment, family income,

ethnic identity, or sex. Finally, researchers have begun to

examine and identify the complex and dynamic process vari-

ables (i.e., school climate, instructional leadership, etc.)

that characterize schools with high achievement levels.

It is important to remember that academic achievement is

but one of many goals of education. It is an end product.

How effective would a school be if it emphasized cognitive

skills and not non-cognitive outcomes (i.e., climate, disci-

pline, leadership, etc.) that also form part of a school's

mission? We learn from the effective schools literature

that other aspects of schooling are equally important and

may, in fact, make powerful contributions to student learn-

ing.

Perhaps the best known summary of the characteristics of

an effective school is provided by Ronald Edmonds (1982).

-20-



He indentified five distinct characteristics in high-

achieving schools:

1. Strong administrative leadership,

particularly in the area of curriculum

and insiruction;

2. an orderly, safe environment conducive

to learning;

3. a pervasive and broadly understood

instructional focus emphasing a commit-

ment to basic skills;

4. teacher behaviors that convey the expec-

tation that all students are expected to

obtain at least minimum mastery; and

5. the use of measures of pupil achievement

as the basis of program evaluation. (p.4)

Use of pupil achievement scores as a measure of

effectiveness has already been discussed. The remaining

characteristics should be thought of as "means" or enabling

characteristics whose presence should serve to assure that a

school is moving toward effectiveness. These aspects of

schooling are more difficult to quantify and can be assessed

more effectively using qualitative methods such as question-

naires, interviews, observations, and case studies. The

Connecticut School Effectiveness Project (Pecheone &

Shoemaker, 1984) has an extensive battery of instruments to

possess the degree to which the characteristics are present

-21-
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in a school. In addition, Barbara Guzzetti (1983) included

a comprehensive review of several effectiveness question-

naires in her "Report on Instruments for Measuring Effective

Schools."

The questions that follow are designed to serve as a

starting point for a faculty and principal to begin examin-

ing their school in relationship to the school effectiveness

characteristics. The questions may be used to develop

questionnaire or interview items like the examples shown in

Table 2 from The Connecticut School Interview (Villanova,

1982, pp. 39-47).

Archival data such as student handbooks, school policies

and curricula, vandalism and attendance reports, report

cards, etc. should b... gathered and analyzed with effective

schools. The information jleaned from this inquiry should

be used to develop and implement an action plan that is

meiningful to the faculty and principal of the school.

Characteristic - Strong administrative leadership,

particularly in the area of curriculum and instruction.

* Does the administrator demonstrate knowledge about

the process of school improvement?

* Is the administrator trained to evaluate

instruction?

* Are there clear procedures for staff evaluation?

Do the teachers recognize and respect the

principal's competence as an instructional leader?
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* Does the administratc 1:. offer constructive feedback

of the teaching staff on a regular bias?

* Are instructional issues the subject of discussion

at faculty meetings?

* Does the principal visit classrooms on a regular

basis?

* Does the administrator use yearly achievement test

results as a source of information for planning

improvement efforts?

* Does the principal plan staff development

activities?

Characteristic - An orderly, safe environment conducive to

.learning.

* Are pupils involved in the school operation (i.e.,

office assistants, monitors, tutors, etc.)?

* Do pupils assume responsibility for their own

belongings and supplies?

* Is the school a safe and secure place to work?

* Is there a written code of conduct with clearly

defined standards and consequences?

* Is the responsibility for discipline shared by

teachers, administrators, and parents?

* Is the building clean and well-maintained?

* Are repairs completed within a reasonable amount

of time?

* Are there rewards for good citizenship?

-24-



* Are modeLs of appropriate behaviors, attitudes,

and beliefs encouraged by the school climate?

* is the school climate sudh that it fosters

respect?

Characteristic A pervasive and broadly understood

instructional focus emphasizing a commitment to basic

skills.

* Are school policies and procedures designed to

promote student achievement?

* Are teachers expected to teach for mastery?

* Are interruptions during instructional time kept

to a minimum?

Is there a written curriculum for each subject

area?

* Are teachers encouraged to keep abreast of the

current developments in education?

* Is there an on-going in-service education

program focusing on the needs of the teachers?

* Does the school have a clearly defined school

mission?

Characteristic - Teacher behaviors that convey the

expectation that all students are expected to obtain at

least minimum mastery.

* Are grade level minimal competencies

established?

* Are expectations for academic performance and

-25-
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behavior clearly articulated to parents and

pupils?

* Do pupils experdence a high rate of success on

academic tasks?

* Do students feel that the school helps them

master academic work?

* Do school personnel, students, and the community

take pride in their school?

* Are students expected to master skills and

concepts?

* Do teachers believe that all students can master

basic skills as a result of the instructional

program?

* Are expectations constantly monitored, reviewed,

and clarified?
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SUMMARY

The effective schools movement has mushroomed in the

last decade in response to continued and increasing pressure

from the American public to provide a quality education for

all students. It has struck a responsive chord in the

hearts, souls, and minds of educators and the public alike

whose main concern is to improve both the image and the

reality of American education.

The effective schools research has demonstrated that

schools can and do make a difference in how much and how

well children learn. The findings of this body of litera-

ture have contributed immeasurably to our understanding of

school practices that promote high academic achievement.

Defining and measuring an effective school is a complex

task. Teachers and principals must work together to develop

a vision of an effective school that includes a commitment

to both quality and equity. The definition should reflect

the values of the community that the school serves.

An effective school J.'s defined in the literature in a

variety of ways. Pupil achievement is generally recognized

as the primary variable used to measure school effective-

ness. The different methods used to assess school effec-

tiveness using standardized test scores are composed of

various configurations of four basic dimensions: Level of

Aggregation; Time Frame of Analysis; Population; and



Criteria for Effectiveness.

It is my belief that elementary school personnel should

use a method that is based on readiness cohorts whose

performance is compared to national percentiles over six

years to measure instructional effectiveness. This con-

figuration of the four basic dimensions will assess the

quality of the school in an equitable manner.

Educators and researchers associated with the effective

schools literature have emphasized a multidimensional view

of effectiveness with the assessment of achievement scores

representing only one aspect of the measurement process.

Definitions of effectiveness must be as comprehensive as the

tasks that schools perform. Change to greater academic

effectiveness requires a long-range, meaningful plan initi-

ated and implemented at the building level.

The patterns that have emerged in studying schoolS as

complex social systems reveal a set of distinct character-

istics in high-achieving schools. These school-level

factors highlight the importance of a commitment to basic

skills as the primary instructional goal. They stress the

need for an orderly, safe env ,Iwent that permits teachers

and students to devote their energies to teaching and

learning. In high achieving schools, the principal is

likely to be a strong instructional leader who strives to

provide an environment conducive to learning. Pupil perfor-

mance is assessed frequently, and the results are used to
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assure further success. Finally, the success in mastery of

basic skills is in part a function of the teachers' belief

that all children can and will learn.

Teachers and principals interested in improving pupil

achievement would do well to undertake a comprehensive

assessment of the characteristics of an effective school.

The worth of the effective schools movement lies in its

applicability and use by school personnel. It is a grass-

roots approach in which teachers and principals work

together to increase their effectiveness in raising the

achievement levels of children. The process requires a

systematic, school-wide focus to bring about long-term,

meaningful change.

The patterns and conclusions that emerge from the

school effectiveness research are supported, as Purkey and

Smith (1982) have said, by both theory and common sense.

There is no guarantee that incorporation of these guidelines

will automatically produce achievement gains, but the effec-

tive schools movement has given us what appears to be a

promising approach for improving achievement for pupils from

all walks of life.
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